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Darnell, the most broadly knowledge-
able scientist that I know and I’m priv-
ileged to have on my staff. We did some 
back-of-the-envelope computations 
several years ago and convinced our-
selves that ethanol from corn could 
never make any meaningful contribu-
tion to freeing us from our need for oil. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
has now said that if we use all of our 
corn for ethanol, every bit of it, and 
discounted it for fossil fuel input, 
which is huge, at least 80 percent—and 
you’re just kidding yourself if you’re 
burning fossil fuel in another form and 
pretending that you’re displacing gaso-
line. If we used all of our corn for eth-
anol, discounted it for fossil fuel input, 
it would displace 2.4 percent of our gas-
oline. They noted that if you tuned up 
your car and put air in the tires you 
could save as much gas. 

Well, now there’s a backlash over 
corn ethanol. A U.N. official said that 
what we had done was a crime against 
humanity. There are other factors in-
volved. One of the major ones is the 
very high cost of oil as energy, but cer-
tainly, our diversion of corn to ethanol 
is one of the factors that has increased 
the cost of food around the world. And 
I was shocked at how quickly these 
food shortages developed, and just a 
couple of weeks ago, you remember 
reading about food riots in a number of 
the countries in the world. 

There is a new bubble that I think 
will break, and that is the cellulosic 
ethanol bubble. We will get something 
from cellulosic ethanol. 

Oh, the National Academy of 
Sciences has also looked at soybeans 
for soy diesel, and they said that if we 
use all of our soybeans for soy diesel, 
no soybean oil for our cooking, no soy 
protein for feeding our cattle and so 
forth, if we use it all for soy diesel, it 
would displace 2.9 percent of our diesel. 

Now, I’m going to make an observa-
tion, just an intuitive observation, the 
kind of thing that I think a rational 
person might conclude. We grow our 
corn and our soybeans on our best land. 
It’s level, it’s fertile. We dump all sorts 
of fertilizers and herbicides and insec-
ticides on it to nurse out these huge, 
huge yields of corn, 250-bushels per 
acre. 

Now, we are going to get this cel-
lulosic ethanol from our wasteland. It’s 
not good for growing corn or soybeans 
or wheat or any of these things. And 
just intuitively, I wonder how much 
more energy we could get from our 
wasteland, which isn’t good for grow-
ing any of these crops, and we’re going 
to get it without fertilizer, how much 
energy can we get from that 
sustainably? Well, we can get a lot the 
first year and the second year by sim-
ply going in and in effect raping the 
soil, taking off all the organic mate-
rial. 

But to at least some measure and in 
some soils to a very large measure, this 
year’s weeds and grasses grow because 
last year’s weeds and grasses died and 
are fertilizing them. It’s a recycling of 

the nutrients that is really, really ap-
parent in a tropical rain forest. If you 
take the tropical rain forest vegetation 
away in many places, you leave what’s 
called laterite soils which grow very 
little because all of the nutrients were 
in circulation, in growth, death, decay, 
rebirth and growing again. It’s all recy-
cling. 

So we’re going to get some energy 
from cellulosic ethanol, but it is not a 
silver bullet. It will not solve our prob-
lem. 

Here I have a look at all of the dif-
ferent places from which we might get 
energy, and I’m going to put the last 
chart up now because our time is just 
about out. I want to come back and I 
want to spend the full hour talking 
about realistic expectations from tar 
sands, more potential oil than all the 
oil in the world. Oil shales, again, in 
our country, more potential oil than 
all of the oil deposits in the world. 

b 2030 

How much can we realistically expect 
to get from them? I’ll make a very 
quick observation. We are very much 
like the young couple that has gotten a 
big inheritance from their grand-
parents and they’re living lavishly. 
Eighty-five percent of the money they 
spend comes from their grandparents’ 
inheritance and only 15 percent from 
what they earn. And it’s going to run 
out before they die, so obviously 
they’ve got to do something, they’ve 
got to earn more or spend less. 

That’s precisely where we are. 
Eighty-five percent of all of the energy 
we use comes from fossil fuels. It will 
run out. It is not forever. And so this 15 
percent is going to have to grow. And 
about half of that is nuclear, the rest 
of it is a broad spectrum of potential 
renewables here. That’s going to have 
to grow. 

By the way, I think that this is an 
enormously exciting challenge. I am 
excited about this. America is the most 
creative, innovative society in the 
world. With proper understanding and 
proper leadership, we really can do 
miracles. We put a man on the moon in 
less than a decade. 

I think we need a program that has a 
total commitment of World War II. I 
lived through that war, I know what it 
was. Daylight savings time, victory 
guard, nobody told you you had to do 
it, that’s just what you did because you 
were a patriotic American. 

We need the technology focus of put-
ting a man on the moon—and many of 
us remember that exciting decade—and 
we need the urgency of the Manhattan 
Project. I think once again America 
has become a major manufacturing and 
exporting country, manufacturing and 
exporting to the rest of the world the 
technologies for sustainable renew-
ables. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a chal-
lenging opportunity, but it will not be 
easy. And we have very unrealistic ex-
pectations about what we can get from 
many of these things. Two of the bub-

bles have already broken. I will predict 
the next bubble that will break is the 
cellulosic ethanol bubble. We will get 
something from that; it will not be the 
huge amounts that people expect that 
we will get from that. So I look for-
ward to coming back and talking for 
another hour about realistic expecta-
tions: What can we realistically get 
from these renewable sources? 

f 

WORLD PRESS FREEDOM DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, last Sat-
urday, May 3, was World Press Free-
dom Day. Two years ago, in conjunc-
tion with World Press Freedom Day, 
Congressman MIKE PENCE, Senator 
CHRIS DODD, Senator DICK LUGAR and I 
established the Congressional Caucus 
for Freedom of the Press. Since then, 
this bipartisan, bicameral caucus has 
sought to highlight the importance of 
free expression around the world. The 
caucus is a forum where Members of 
Congress can work to combat and con-
demn media censorship and the perse-
cution of journalists worldwide. 

Our caucus works to send a strong 
message that Congress will defend 
democratic values and human rights 
wherever they’re threatened. We work 
to highlight abuses of press freedom 
and foster reforms in support of press 
freedom around the world. We have 
hosted panel discussions with press 
freedom experts, journalists and vic-
tims of press freedom crimes. We have 
written to the leaders of countries 
which jail journalists, impose censor-
ship, and allow harassment, attacks 
and threats to occur with impunity. 
And we’ve spoken out here on the 
House floor and in the media to call for 
reforms in countries that seek to cen-
sor freedom of speech and expression. 

The caucus enjoys the support of a 
wide range of organizations, including 
Reporters Without Borders, Freedom 
House, the Committee to Protect Jour-
nalists, the National Endowment for 
Democracy’s Center for International 
Media Assistance, as well as the leg-
endary Walter Cronkite. 

World Press Freedom Day was first 
designated by the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Orga-
nization in 1993 as an occasion to pay 
tribute to repressed journalists and to 
reflect upon the role of the media in 
general in advancing fundamental 
human rights as codified in inter-
national law, regional conventions, and 
national constitutions. In keeping with 
that tradition, we have hosted a Spe-
cial Order hour in honor of World Press 
Freedom Day each year since the in-
ception of the caucus. 

The Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, which is a foundation of the 
postwar human rights movement, guar-
antees freedom of expression in article 
19. ‘‘Everyone has the right to freedom 
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of opinion and expression; this right in-
cludes freedom to hold opinions with-
out interference and to seek, receive, 
and impart information and ideas 
through any media and regardless of 
any frontiers.’’ It may not be as ele-
gant as our first amendment, but its ef-
fect and its desire and goal are the 
same. 

For Americans, this day should spur 
us to consider the role that journalists 
play in our society and to ponder what 
our Nation would be like if this corner-
stone of liberty were to be curtailed. 
Many Americans take the concept of a 
free press for granted and don’t realize 
that an unfettered press is vital to 
America’s national security and to our 
democracy here at home. 

Freedom of the press is so central to 
our democracy that the Framers en-
shrined it in the very first amendment 
to our Constitution. Thomas Jefferson 
so valued the principle of press freedom 
that he said, given the choice between 
a free government or a free press, he 
would choose a free press. He said, 
‘‘The basis of our governments being 
the opinion of the people, the very first 
object should be to keep that right; and 
were it left to me to decide whether we 
should have a government without 
newspapers or newspaper without a 
government, I should not hesitate a 
moment to prefer the latter.’’ 

Journalists have jealously guarded 
their rights and American courts have, 
in the main, carved out broad protec-
tions for the press. In the United 
States, the press operates almost as a 
fourth branch of government, the 
Fourth Estate, independent of the 
other three, and positioned as an agent 
of the free people. 

Winston Churchill agreed with the 
idea that a free press was almost an-
other independent branch of govern-
ment saying, ‘‘A free press is the 
unsleeping guardian of every other 
right that free men prize; it is the most 
dangerous foe of tyranny. Under dicta-
torship the press is bound to languish, 
and the loudspeaker and the film to be-
come more important. But where free 
institutions are indigenous to the soil 
and men have the habit of liberty, the 
press will continue to be the Fourth 
Estate, the vigilant guardian of the 
rights of the ordinary citizen.’’ 

From the pioneering work of journal-
ists during the Civil War, to the 
‘‘muckrakers’’ who were committed to 
exposing the social, economic and po-
litical ills of industrial life in the early 
20th century, to the work of the Wash-
ington Post reporters Bob Woodward 
and Carl Bernstein in uncovering the 
Watergate scandal a year later, jour-
nalists have performed a crucial role as 
watchdogs of American freedom. 

But in order for the press to do its 
work properly, it must be free, and 
journalists must be able to do their 
work without fear of retribution. Infor-
mation is power, which is precisely 
why many governments attempt to 
control the press to suppress opposi-
tion and preempt dissent. 

Far too often, the reporters and edi-
tors who demand reform, account-
ability and greater transparency find 
themselves at risk. The censorship, in-
timidation, imprisonment, and murder 
of these journalists are not only crimes 
against these individuals, they also im-
pact those who are denied access to 
their ideas and information. 

Freedom of expression and a free 
press is not just a cornerstone of de-
mocracy, it has also proven to play an 
important role in economic and social 
development. James Wolfensohn, 
former President of the World Bank, 
has long argued that ‘‘a free press is 
not a luxury, it is at the core of equi-
table development.’’ 

The media exposes corruption, helps 
build a public consensus to bring about 
change, and facilitates the trans-
mission of innovative ideas and valu-
able information that empowers people 
to share and shape their own destinies. 
There is an emerging consensus among 
development institutions that a skilled 
and a viable media sector is a society’s 
most promising tool for motivating 
government reform and poverty reduc-
tion. 

Regrettably, censorship, intimida-
tion, imprisonment, and even murder 
of journalists are far too common in 
countries all around the world. The 
map to my right provides a visual rep-
resentation of press freedom rights by 
country. This map was provided by 
Freedom House, which releases an an-
nual index called Freedom of the Press: 
A Global Survey of Media Independ-
ence. The countries that are high-
lighted in green are listed as having a 
‘‘free’’ press. The countries in yellow 
represent countries that are ‘‘partly 
free.’’ And the countries colored purple 
are countries they describe as ‘‘not 
free’’ in terms of press freedom rights. 
And as you can see, in addition to prob-
lems here, we have vast expanses in Af-
rica, in Asia, in the Middle East, and in 
South Asia. 

To break it down a little more, when 
taking population into account, 42 per-
cent of the world’s people live in coun-
tries that have a press that is ‘‘not 
free.’’ Forty percent of the world’s pop-
ulation live in countries that have only 
a ‘‘partly free’’ press. That is exhibited 
here in yellow. And in green we see 
that only 18 percent of the world’s citi-
zens enjoy a ‘‘free press.’’ Quite re-
markable; 18 percent ‘‘free,’’ 42 percent 
‘‘not free,’’ and the additional 40 per-
cent only ‘‘partly free.’’ 

More than 80 percent of the world’s 
people, therefore, are denied full access 
to information. This is not for eco-
nomic reasons, as you might expect, 
such as printing costs, lack of Internet 
connections or illiteracy, all of which 
are problems in their own right. 
Eighty-two percent of the world’s pop-
ulation, 82 percent of the world is being 
denied access to information because 
their governments don’t want them to 
have that access. 

It’s also important to note that even 
as the world continues to globalize, 

tragically press freedom continues to 
slip. This was the sixth consecutive 
year that Freedom House’s index 
showed a reduction in global press free-
dom, a worrisome trend. 

As I mentioned, this is the third Spe-
cial Order hour we have held in rec-
ognition of World Press Freedom Day. 
The first year we launched our caucus, 
we outlined the intention of our caucus 
and press freedom abuses around the 
entire world. Last year, we decided 
that each year we would focus on a par-
ticular hot spot and highlight a single 
country where press freedom rights are 
particularly limited. 

Last year, we focused on Russia. We 
profiled 18 journalists murdered in Rus-
sia during the administration of out-
going President Vladimir Putin. All of 
these journalists were believed to be 
killed due to their work. Most of these 
murders remain unsolved to this day. 

Tonight, I will focus on the lack of 
press freedom in China leading up to 
the 2008 Summer Olympic games in 
Beijing this August. I have chosen to 
highlight press freedom in China for a 
number of reasons, including its failure 
to implement promised press freedom 
reforms before the Olympics, its incar-
ceration of more journalists than any 
other country, its lack of independent 
media, and its censorship of the Inter-
net, all of which I will be discussing to-
night. 

As the world’s most populous coun-
try, China denies more citizens access 
to a free press than any other country. 
It is also tied for 181st place out of 195 
countries in press freedom rights in 
Freedom House’s survey. To give you a 
bit of perspective, China ranks between 
Syria and Iran in the survey. And Rus-
sia, which as I just mentioned lost 18 
journalists, murdered journalists, dur-
ing one president’s administration, 
that country is ranked ahead of China 
on the survey. 

As I speak here tonight, the Chinese 
Government limits more than 1 billion 
people’s access to an open Internet and 
an independent media, despite the fact 
that article 35 of the Chinese Constitu-
tion guarantees freedom of speech, as-
sembly, association and publication. 
Unfortunately, other articles in its 
Constitution subordinate these rights 
to what is called the ‘‘national inter-
est.’’ This allows the ruling communist 
party to maintain direct control over 
the news media through the Central 
Propaganda Department, the CPD. 

The Chinese Government has even 
proposed fines for domestic and foreign 
news organizations that report ‘‘sudden 
events,’’ such as protests, disease out-
breaks, or national disasters without 
government authorization. Some of 
these are public health emergencies, 
epidemics that the Chinese government 
wants to have the ability to hide. 
These are just a few of the examples 
that I’ve chosen to highlight China to-
night. 

China is an enormously important 
country. China has emerged in a big 
way on the world stage. And China is a 
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country of immense promise. It is im-
portant both to the Chinese Govern-
ment and to the Chinese people, as well 
as to the rest of the world, that we help 
to promote press freedom in our largest 
neighbor in the world, and one that 
will take a position of increasing im-
portance in the years to come. 

b 2045 

Before I continue, I want to thank all 
the press freedom advocacy organiza-
tions that helped provide this informa-
tion for tonight’s discussion: The Com-
mittee to Protect Journalists, Report-
ers Without Borders, the National En-
dowment For Democracy, and Freedom 
House have all been chronicling press 
freedom abuses in China, and much of 
what I will share with you tonight is a 
product of these groups’ research, in-
vestigation, and reporting. I want to 
thank them not just for their efforts in 
helping us here tonight but, more im-
portantly, for all of their work to de-
fend journalists and journalism around 
the world. And I also want to take a 
moment to thank Sean Oblack of my 
staff for all of his effort and leadership 
in helping to put this caucus together 
and the presentation tonight. 

During the Olympic bidding process, 
as international opposition grew to re-
warding the Olympics to China, the 
Chinese Government promised to 
strengthen human rights in China. 
This included a commitment to press 
freedom. In the days leading up to the 
Olympic vote, Wang Wei, Secretary 
General of the Beijing Olympic Bidding 
Committee, said, ‘‘We will give the 
media complete freedom to report 
when they come to China.’’ 

Regrettably, though, China has not 
delivered ‘‘complete freedom’’ to its 
own reporters. In September, 2007 Teng 
Biao and Hu Jia, two of China’s most 
celebrated human rights activists, in 
an open letter to the international 
community, detailed China’s failure to 
live up to its Olympic commitments, 
including press freedom. Teng and Hu 
wrote: 

‘‘As of this writing, 35 Chinese jour-
nalists and 51 writers are still in pris-
on. Over 90 percent were arrested or 
tried after Bejing’s successful bid for 
the Olympics in July of 2001. For exam-
ple, Dr. Xu Zerong, a scholar from Ox-
ford University who researched the Ko-
rean War, was sentenced to 13 years’ 
imprisonment for ‘illegally providing 
information abroad.’ Qingshuijun, 
Huang Jinqiu, a freelance writer, was 
sentenced to a 12-year term of impris-
onment for his online publications. 
Some writers and dissidents are prohib-
ited from going abroad; others from re-
turning to China.’’ 

Due to this letter, due to this letter, 
Hu Jia now sits in jail. I will be 
profiling his case later in the hour. 

Human Rights Watch reports that 
Chinese journalists remain closely ob-
served by state security agencies to en-
sure that their reporting reflects the 
official government position. The gov-
ernment’s Publicity Department heav-

ily influences the weekly editorial con-
tent for print, radio, and television 
platforms by preventing the reporting 
of sensitive topics that fall under the 
vague metric of issues affecting ‘‘social 
stability.’’ Journalists that stray from 
the government line, as Teng and Hu 
noted, face imprisonment, travel re-
strictions, or are effectively deported. 

Foreign correspondents do not expe-
rience ‘‘complete freedom’’ either when 
reporting in China. On January 1, 2007, 
the Chinese Government introduced a 
temporary measure that was intended 
to increase foreign reporters’ freedom 
in China before, during, and after the 
Olympic games. This measure was set 
to expire in October, 2008. While some 
foreign correspondents have experi-
enced increased journalistic freedom 
since the measure went into effect, 
most have not. 

A Foreign Correspondents Club in 
China’s survey showed that 40 percent 
of foreign correspondents have experi-
enced harassment, detention, or an of-
ficial warning during the news gath-
ering in Beijing and other areas. 

One foreign reporter in China that 
Human Rights Watch interviewed expe-
rienced harassment and had difficulty 
renewing her work visa after covering 
political dissidents and the highly pub-
licized murder of Chinese journalist 
Lan Chengzhang. She told Human 
Rights Watch, ‘‘I know the stories we 
have done have angered the Chinese 
Government, and my visa renewal 
problems began after,’’ after those re-
ports. 

Other foreign correspondents have 
been detained for legal reporting ac-
tivities. The New York Times Shang-
hai-based correspondent David 
Barboza, his Chinese assistant, and a 
photographer were detained for more 
than 10 hours by staff at a factory in 
Guangdong province while doing a 
story about toxic lead paint discovered 
in the factory’s exports to the United 
States. Barboza was eventually let go 
after writing a statement explaining 
the reason for his factory visit and 
stating that he hadn’t obtained permis-
sion to take the photographs. 

At particular risk are the assistants 
and sources of foreign reporters as 
they’re helping on stories that domes-
tic reporters cannot cover. One local 
assistant of a foreign press cor-
respondent was told by security agents 
that it was his responsibility to notify 
the agents if the reporter was uncover-
ing anything sensitive and warned him 
and his family of possible legal action 
if he did not. Sipa Press photographer 
Natalie Behring described to Human 
Rights Watch the obstacles foreign re-
porters face in finding a cooperative 
source: ‘‘In light of the new rules, the 
Chinese Government can’t stop us from 
talking to anyone; so they intimidate 
the subjects of our reporting rather 
than intimidating the reporters.’’ 

In the fall of last year, I, along with 
my Congressional Caucus For Freedom 
of the Press co-Chair Mike Pence, 
wrote a letter to Liu Qin, president of 

the Beijing Organizing Committee of 
the Olympic games, expressing our 
deep disappointment in the govern-
ment’s failure to live up to the prom-
ises that it made before the Olympic 
vote in 2001. The letter expressed our 
frustration that Chinese journalists 
face imprisonment for reporting stories 
unfavorable to the state, are forced to 
toe the government line, and the ever- 
increasing restrictions on accessible 
material on the Internet. 

In the past the Olympic games have 
helped establish freedoms in countries 
struggling to emerge from authori-
tarian rule. Most notably, the 1988 
summer Olympics in Seoul, Korea 
played a critical role in helping to 
bring democracy to that country. It’s 
my hope that China begins to live up to 
its promise of complete freedom for 
journalists, that it will cease the har-
assment and imprisonment of journal-
ists, and allow the Chinese people to 
experience the full communicative and 
economic powers of the Internet and 
that the games will usher in a newer, 
freer era in Chinese public life. 

I’m now going to spend a few minutes 
talking about one of the extreme meas-
ures that governments take to censor 
the media, and that is arrest and de-
tention. Unfortunately, it’s become 
commonplace for some governments to 
silence journalists simply by jailing 
them. And, regrettably, there is no big-
ger offender in this regard than China. 
And, again, this is one of the main rea-
sons we have chosen to highlight China 
here tonight. 

Before I discus China’s imprisonment 
of journalists, I would like to give a 
brief overview of this problem around 
the world. And in fairness and in com-
pleteness, while we are focusing on 
China because of the magnitude of the 
problem there and because of the prom-
ises that were made in advance of the 
Olympics, it’s important to recognize 
this is by no means a problem confined 
to China. Tragically, as we’ve seen in 
the diagrams we had up earlier, press 
freedom is very limited in many places 
around the world and under great as-
sault in many places around the world. 
So China is not unique in this respect. 
It is unique in its size. It’s unique in 
some of the technological instruments 
it has used to effectuate censorship in 
this era of Internet journalism, but it 
is not unique around the world for this 
problem. 

According to the Committee to Pro-
tect Journalists, as of December 1, 2007, 
127 journalists were in prison around 
the world as a consequence of their 
work. Of these more than 80 were being 
held by only five countries, however: 
China, Cuba, Eritrea, Azerbaijan, and 
Burma. 

This statistic only includes journal-
ists that the Committee to Protect 
Journalists can account for and that 
CPJ has confirmed are being jailed. It 
does not include another alarming cat-
egory that the organization tracks, and 
that is journalists who have either dis-
appeared or have been abducted by 
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nonstate entities, including criminal 
groups and gangs, rebels, and militant 
groups. 

CPJ’s research has found that nearly 
17 percent of journalists jailed world-
wide in 2007 were held without any pub-
licly disclosed charge. Many for 
months, some for years, and some in 
secret locations. 

The majority of journalists being im-
prisoned are being held on spurious 
antistate allegations such as subver-
sion or divulging state secrets or act-
ing against some undefined national in-
terests. CPJ has found out that about 
57 percent of journalists in their survey 
are jailed under these charges, and of 
those many are being held, regrettably, 
by the Chinese Government. 

These statistics demonstrate that 
China is not the only offender in this 
practice but clearly one of the worst. 
As we have stated, we have set aside 
this time tonight to highlight China. 
But while we are on the subject of 
jailing journalists nationwide, I would 
like to take a brief moment to discuss 
one particular case in Eritrea that was 
brought to my attention by a con-
stituent of mine who works with Am-
nesty International Group 22 in Pasa-
dena. 

Eritrea is a country of only 4.6 mil-
lion people; yet it imprisons the third- 
most journalists of any country: 14. 
What’s worse, the Government of Eri-
trea will not even confirm whether the 
journalists in its custody are alive or 
dead, and it also holds the most jour-
nalists in secret locations. 

One such journalist being held in a 
secret location in Eritrea is Seyoum 
Tsehaye, a freelance reporter. His ar-
rest and jailing was believed to be part 
of the government’s crackdown to 
eliminate political dissent ahead of 
elections scheduled for December of 
2001, which were later cancelled. He 
was arrested on the street in Sep-
tember of that year, the first day of a 
major round-up and imprisonment of 
reformers in Eritrea. There are con-
cerns about his health, but the govern-
ment has refused to provide details 
about his well-being. He has never been 
allowed a family visit or a lawyer. He 
has never been charged or appeared be-
fore any court. Last year Reporters 
Without Borders honored him as their 
‘‘2007 Journalist of the Year.’’ And to-
night we take a moment to think 
about Seyoum Tsehaye, freelance re-
porter in Eritrea, held in custody in a 
secret location since September of 2001. 

So it’s clear this is a problem not 
only associated with China. It is also 
clear there are more cases of impris-
oned journalists around the world than 
we have time to discuss tonight or, for 
that matter, over the course of a great 
many nights. 

It’s important, though, to cast a 
spotlight tonight on China because of 
the significant role it plays on the 
international stage. It’s one thing to 
talk about Eritrea and the role it 
plays; it’s another to talk about one of 
the world’s superpowers with all of its 

promise, with all of its future, and with 
a current policy extremely inhibiting 
of a free press. 

In addition to hosting the summer’s 
Olympic games, China’s the world most 
populous nation, permanent member of 
the United Nations Security Council, 
and as I mentioned, an emerging super-
power. Rightly or wrongly, many coun-
tries look to China to set an example 
that others can follow. In this case 
that is a great concern to the well- 
being of global citizenry. 

As I mentioned here tonight, China 
promised the world community to im-
prove press freedom in advance of the 
Olympics. For 9 years, however, it has 
held the distinction of being the 
world’s largest jailer of journalists. 

As the Internet continues to grow 
and more and more people around the 
world have access to the Internet, more 
people are getting their news online. 
Nowhere is this truer than in China. 
This is a fact that the Chinese Govern-
ment has not overlooked. And that is 
why 18 of the 29 jailed journalists 
worked online, according to CPJ. Re-
porters Without Borders lists China as 
jailing an additional 50 ‘‘cyber-dis-
sidents.’’ 

China’s list includes imprisoned 
Internet journalist Shi Tao, an award- 
winning journalist who is serving a 10- 
year sentence for e-mailing details of a 
government propaganda directive to an 
overseas Web site. We’ll talk more 
about Shi Tao later tonight. 

But the list of China’s unenviable 
distinctions when it comes to press 
freedom and the jailing of journalists 
includes one other significant fact: 
CPA lists China as having the longest- 
serving journalists in jail. Chen Renjie 
and Lin Youping were jailed in China 
in July, 1983, for publishing a pamphlet 
titled Ziyou Bao Freedom Report. 
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And their co-defendant, Chen Biling 
was executed. We will profile these 
journalists later tonight as well. 

Journalists in China are also held in 
appalling conditions. Prison is never 
pleasant no matter what country you 
are in, but Reporters Without Borders 
reports that journalists in jail in China 
frequently experience the harshest of 
conditions. They are placed in over-
crowded cells, subjected to forced labor 
and regularly beaten by their guards 
and fellow prisoners. This ill treatment 
is at its worst in the first weeks in cus-
tody when police try to extract confes-
sions. Many of the charges weighed 
against journalists in China are 
trumped up. For Americans, these 
charges are pretty unimaginable. To 
give you some perspective on why some 
of the journalists are sitting in jail 
right now, I am going to briefly men-
tion a few of their cases. 

These cases are examples of journal-
ists being jailed for what we in the 
West would consider responsible jour-
nalism. I wouldn’t even get into some 
of the other journalism we see here, as 
well the rest of the world, but for laud-

able journalism, for journalism we 
would applaud in this country, these 
journalists are being jailed. Zhang 
Jianhong, for example, the former edi-
tor of the now closed news website Ae-
gean Sea, was arrested in 2006 and 
charged with ‘‘inciting subversion’’ for 
posting an essay criticizing China’s 
human rights record and the poor 
treatment of journalists, ironically 
ahead of the Olympic games. 

Lawyer Yan Maodong, who also calls 
himself Guo Feixiong, and his picture 
is here as well in the upper right-hand 
corner, was arrested in September of 
2006 because of his critical writings and 
human rights activism. He was offi-
cially accused of selling a book using a 
false publishing reference, but he says 
the book’s content was what the gov-
ernment objected to. But imagine 
being jailed since September of 2006 on 
the charges of using a false publishing 
reference. 

According to the New York Times, 
Guo had repeatedly called on China’s 
Communist party leadership to liber-
alize the political system. His wife and 
supporters in the international human 
rights community have said that Guo 
has been tortured in custody and that 
the police coerced him to confess to a 
nonpolitical crime. He was sentenced 
to 5 years in prison in November of 2007 
for ‘‘illegal commercial activity.’’ 

The New York Times has also re-
ported that a Tibetan scholar, Dolma 
Kyab, Dolma’s picture is here to my far 
right, has been jailed since 2005 after 
writing an unapproved history of Tibet. 
Reporters Without Borders reports 
that Dolma was sentenced to 10 years 
in prison at a secret trial on September 
16, 2005, by the Lhasa People’s Inter-
mediate Court for ‘‘endangering state 
security’’ and for alleging spying. He 
managed to smuggle a letter out of 
prison in September 2005 to the U.N. 
Human Rights Commission saying he 
had been jailed for writing about de-
mocracy, freedom and the situation in 
Tibet. 

Zheng Yichun is another illustration 
of the problem in China. He was sen-
tenced to 7 years in prison followed by 
3 years of deprivation of political 
rights for writing a series of editorials 
that directly criticized the Communist 
party and its control of the media. 

Li Changqing, a journalist for the 
Fuzhou Daily, was sentenced to 3 years 
in prison for ‘‘spreading false and 
alarmist information’’ when he re-
ported about a 2004 dengue fever out-
break. 

In May 2006, Internet writer Yang 
Tongyan was sentenced to 12 years in 
prison for posting articles on overseas 
Web sites in which he simply called for 
the release of Chinese dissidents. 

In July 2006, Li Yuanlong, a reporter 
for the Bijie Daily, was sentenced to 2 
years in prison after he posted essays 
on foreign Web sites in which he dis-
cussed the harsh living conditions of 
peasants in the Guizhou province. 

Yu Huafeng, I believe we have Yu’s 
picture right here to my immediate 
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right, was the deputy editor and gen-
eral manager of the Nanfang Dushi 
Bao, Southern Metropolitan News. He 
was detained less than a month after 
the newspaper reported a suspected 
SARS case in Guangzhou, the first case 
since the epidemic died out in July 
2003. Thankfully, Mr. Huafeng was re-
leased earlier this year when his sen-
tence was reduced. 

Zi Beijia, of Beijing TV, was sen-
tenced by the Beijing Number 2 Inter-
mediate Court to a year in prison for 
the unusual crime of ‘‘infringing on the 
reputation of a commodity.’’ That is 
really quite remarkable. Zi’s arrest 
came amid widespread international 
reports about food and product safety 
defects in China. After the arrest, CPJ 
research found that domestic news re-
ports about consumer safety were no-
ticeably tamer. 

Imagine in this country if you could 
jail a journalist for infringing on the 
reputation of a commodity, for taking 
issue with the safety of a child’s toy, 
lead paint, the safety of a train or an 
air bag. Imagine if you could be jailed 
for that. And you can imagine the situ-
ation that occurs in present day China. 

Wu Lihong, an environmental activ-
ist, was jailed after criticizing the on-
going polluting of Lake Taihu, the 
country’s third biggest lake and a 
major source of drinking water in the 
eastern province of Jiangsu. He also de-
nounced the uncontrolled dumping of 
industrial waste by privatized city- 
owned firms. After being hounded by 
police and local organizations, he was 
arrested in April 2007 and thrown in 
jail, accused of demanding money from 
the firms. He was tortured during in-
terrogations and not allowed any de-
fense witnesses at his trial. He was sen-
tenced to 3 years in prison for theft and 
extortion. 

And again, it is hard to imagine what 
it would be like in this country if re-
porting about contamination of drink-
ing water or dumping of toxics into a 
lake would end you up in prison for a 
matter of years without any ability to 
present the defense. And unfortu-
nately, that is the situation that Wu 
Lihong found himself in. 

An outbreak of disease, government 
corruption, public safety concerns, to 
me these are stories that the press 
should be reporting. Indeed, in terms of 
the interests of the Chinese people, 
these are stories the Chinese people 
need to know. These are the stories 
that the public has the right to know 
about, and the press has an obligation 
to report. Articles like these were ex-
actly what the framers of our Constitu-
tion had in mind when they drafted the 
First Amendment. This is exactly what 
Thomas Jefferson said and had in mind 
when he said that ‘‘no government 
ought to be without censors,’’ in his 
case he was meaning critics, ‘‘and 
where the press is free, no one ever 
will.’’ 

The Chinese Government is not cen-
soring the press out of national secu-
rity concerns, but instead to shield 

itself from what a free press might un-
cover about corruption, inefficiency, 
human rights abuses, environmental 
issues, health problems or any other af-
flictions that might accompany au-
thoritarian rule. 

China’s censorship and intimidation 
of media are not limited to Chinese 
journalists. Freedom House has also 
highlighted the convictions of two Chi-
nese journalists working for the Bei-
jing bureau of the New York Times and 
Ching Cheong, a correspondent for 
Singapore’s Straits Times in China. 
Their convictions may have been in-
tended to intimidate foreign cor-
respondents and newspapers. According 
to Reporters Sans Frontieres, there 
were at least 25 incidents of arrests, 
threats or assaults against members of 
the foreign press in 2006 alone. 

So not only is the government in 
China jailing journalists to keep infor-
mation from its own people, but it is 
also seeking to censor information to 
the rest of the world. 

With this understanding of how and 
why the Chinese Government has 
sought to jail journalists, I think it is 
important now to profile some of the 
most egregious cases. The reporters in-
volved here are true profiles in cour-
age. These journalists knew the con-
sequences of their writings in advance 
of their publication. And yet these Chi-
nese journalists believe so strongly 
that all citizens deserve access to in-
formation, that they are willing to put 
their freedom on the line to better in-
form the public. These journalists 
ought to be commended for their work, 
not jailed. And that is what we are 
doing here tonight. We are saying 
‘‘thank you’’ to all the brave Chinese 
journalists, Eritrean journalists, Cuban 
journalists, and all other journalists 
around the world who have risked their 
safety and freedom to spread valuable 
information around their countries and 
around the world, information that we 
benefit from. 

The concept of censorship of the 
media can be so strange to us here in 
America that we often don’t realize 
that journalism can cost one his or her 
freedom or even their life, as we have 
seen in Russia and indeed in China. So 
let’s go to some of these profiles. 

I would like to start the profiles to-
night with the leading activist named 
Hu Jia who called for greater attention 
to human rights around the Olympics 
and was arrested on January 30 of this 
year according to Human Rights 
Watch. Press Freedom—and Hu is pic-
tured to my right—and human rights 
organizations are concerned that Hu is 
being prosecuted simply for exercising 
his rights to freedom of opinion and ex-
pression. At issue is an open letter that 
he co-authored calling for the inter-
national community to look beyond 
the veneer put in place in Beijing for 
the Olympics and to seriously examine 
the extent to which China had fulfilled 
the promises it made to improve 
human rights in advance of the games. 

Three months after publication of 
this letter, Hu was arrested at his 

home. On April 3, 2008, he was sen-
tenced to 3 years’ imprisonment for 
‘‘incitement to subvert state power,’’ a 
charge regularly leveled against activ-
ists and dissidents. 

Reporters Without Borders has re-
ported that Chinese authorities have 
prevented Hu from appealing his sen-
tence. One of his lawyers, Li Fangping, 
was refused permission to see him 10 
days after the sentence was handed 
down. The authorities said he was un-
dergoing a ‘‘medical examination’’ 
prior to entering prison. He was again 
refused permission to see him on a 
later date on the grounds that the 
deadline for filing the appeal had al-
ready expired. 

According to Reporters Without Bor-
ders, Li wanted to give him official 
documents related to his appeal which 
he urgently needed for him to sign. But 
the guards refused without giving any 
reason. Hu has not been allowed to 
take any telephone calls, and his fam-
ily is very worried about the state of 
his health. The plight of Hu has been 
recognized by leaders around the world. 
Earlier this year, it was reported then 
when our Secretary of State, 
Condoleezza Rice, met with President 
Hu Jintao and Prime Minister Wen 
Jiabao in Beijing, she raised human 
rights issues and voiced concern about 
the situation of political prisoners of 
Hu and Shi Tao, whom I will speak 
about next. The following day, Chinese 
foreign ministry spokesman Liu 
Jianchao insisted that Hu was being 
detained legally. 

Earlier this year, the Paris City 
Council named Hu an honorary citizen 
of Paris. This title was bestowed on Hu 
for his work as an activist on behalf of 
human rights, free expression, the en-
vironment, and HIV/AIDS sufferers. 

Other people to have been declared 
honorary citizens of Paris include In-
grid Betancourt, a Colombian politi-
cian with French citizenship currently 
a hostage of FARC guerillas, and Bur-
mese opposition leader Aung San Suu 
Kyi. 

Next I would like to profile Shi Tao. 
The Chinese Government often uses 
vaguely worded laws to detain journal-
ists, dissidents and others in the peace-
ful exercise of their right of free ex-
pression, including those arrested for 
the legitimate use of the Internet. This 
is despite the fact that the right to 
freedom of expression is protected in 
China’s constitution. 

One of the many unfortunate exam-
ples of this practice is the continued 
imprisonment of Shi Tao—his photo-
graph exhibited here—a journalist and 
poet imprisoned solely for exercising 
his right to freedom of expression and 
his right to seek, receive and impart 
information. 

Shi, the former editorial director at 
the Changsha-based newspaper Dangdai 
Shang Bao, was detained near his home 
in Taiyuan in the Shanxi province. In 
April 2004, Mr. Tao sent an e-mail from 
his Yahoo account to a U.S.-based pro- 
democracy website in which he summa-
rized a government order directing 
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media organizations in China to down-
play the upcoming 15th anniversary of 
the Tiananmen crackdown. 

In the anonymous e-mail sent several 
months before his arrest, Shi tran-
scribed his notes from the local propa-
ganda department instructions to the 
newspaper which included directives on 
coverage of the Falun Gong and the up-
coming 15th anniversary of the mili-
tary crackdown on demonstrators at 
Tiananmen Square. The official Xinhua 
News Agency reported that the Na-
tional Administration for the Protec-
tion of State Secrets later certified the 
contents of the e-mail as classified, 
later certified them as classified. 

b 2115 
On the basis of this e-mail, police ar-

rested Shi 6 months later in November 
of 2004, charging him with ‘‘illegally 
providing state secrets to foreign enti-
ties,’’ as if Chinese efforts to downplay 
or fail to report on Tiananmen were 
somehow a state secret. On April 27, 
2005 the Changsha Intermediate Peo-
ple’s Court found Shi guilty and sen-
tenced him to a 10-year prison term in 
June. 

In June, the Hunan Province High 
People’s Court rejected his appeal 
without granting a hearing. Court doc-
uments in the case revealed that Yahoo 
had supplied information to Chinese 
authorities that helped them identify 
Shi as the sender of the e-mail. In No-
vember of 2005 CPJ honored Shi with 
its annual Internation Press Freedom 
Award for his courage and defending 
the ideals of free expression. 

On June 4, 2007 the 18th anniversary 
of Tiananmen Square, Shi received an 
additional honor, the Golden Pen of 
Freedom Award. The award is the an-
nual press freedom prize from the 
World Association of Newspapers, 
which is based in Paris and is the glob-
al organization for the newspaper in-
dustry. It has awarded the Golden Pen 
annually since 1961. 

Shi also was presented with PEN New 
England’s Vasyl Stus Award in 2006. 
The award is presented to a writer who 
has been persecuted for the peaceful 
expression of his or her views and 
whose courage in the face of censorship 
and oppression has been exemplary. 

This award is named after the poet, 
Vasyl Stus, who became a leading voice 
of his generation and who was also the 
last Ukranian writer to die in the So-
viet Gulag. Unfortunately, all of these 
awards are presented in absentia due to 
Mr. Shi’s continued incarceration. His 
mother accepted the Golden Pen of 
Freedom award from WAN on his be-
half in June of last year. 

At the awards ceremony she ex-
pressed what the award meant to both 
her and her son when she stated, ‘‘In 
China, he was taken as a criminal, but 
today WAN, made up of over 100 news-
paper organizations, awards him the 
Golden Pen of Freedom. It is not only 
an honor but also a huge comfort to 
Shi Tao. 

‘‘It proves that my son is indeed in-
nocent. He has only done what a coura-

geous journalist should do. That is why 
he has got the support and the sym-
pathy from his colleagues all over the 
world who uphold justice. 

‘‘Here and now, I am able to stand on 
the stage on behalf of my son.’’ 

What an arduous journey it has been 
to tell you the truth. I can’t believe it 
is true, and even the best human lan-
guage in the world cannot express the 
gratitude from the mother and son. 

It’s good to know that awards like 
these help provide at least a little com-
fort for journalists like Shi. But, more 
importantly, these awards should raise 
awareness surrounding press freedom 
abuses around the world. Mr. Shi is 
clearly deserving of all these accolades. 
The Chinese people and citizens around 
the world are thankful for his dedica-
tion to true journalism. 

Next I am going to speak about two 
dedicated Chinese journalists who have 
been detained longer than any journal-
ists in the world today, Chen Renjie 
and Lin Youping. Twenty-four years 
after their imprisonment in the early 
days of China’s economic reform, Chen 
Renjie and Lin Youping have been in 
prison longer than any journalists in 
CPJ’s worldwide census. 

The two men, along with Chen 
Biling, wrote and published a pamphlet 
entitled Ziyou Bao (Freedom Report). 
They distributed 300 copies of the pam-
phlet in the southern Chinese City of 
Fuzhou, Fujian province, in September, 
1982. 

The following July, they were ar-
rested and accused of making contact 
with Taiwanese spy groups and pub-
lishing a counterrevolutionary pam-
phlet. According to government official 
records of the case, the men used 
‘‘propaganda and incitement to encour-
age the overthrow of the people’s 
democratic dictatorship and the social-
ist system.’’ 

In August, 1983, Chen was sentenced 
to life in prison and Lin was sentenced 
to death with reprieve. Chen Biling was 
sentenced to death and later executed. 

Their case is so old, and with the 
lack of an independent and open media, 
we have had a hard time finding out 
more information about Chen Renjie 
and Lin. However, I would be remiss if 
I did not pay special attention to high-
light these two reporters who have en-
dured more time in jail, due to their ef-
fort to share information, than any 
other journalist today. 

The last topic I want to focus on to-
night is Internet censorship. According 
to Freedom House, China is the world’s 
second largest population of Internet 
users after the United States, with an 
estimated 210 million people online, or 
just under 16 percent of the country’s 
population. 

However, access to China, to the 
Internet in China, is not the same as 
access to the Internet here in America. 
Freedom House’s 2008 press freedom 
survey reported that last year in China 
was marked by additional Internet re-
strictions, as well as the jailing of 
more online journalists and bloggers. 

According to their findings in 2007, at 
least nine additional journalists and 
online writers were detained during the 
year for information they had pub-
lished on the Internet, particularly on 
U.S.-based independent Chinese news 
Web sites. In China, Web sites that 
have not established or not been estab-
lished by an official news outlet such 
as a newspaper or broadcaster are for-
bidden from gathering or editing their 
own news or commentary. 

Legally, they can only reproduce ma-
terial that has passed through sensors 
at approved media organizations. As we 
have mentioned tonight, all media in 
China are government controlled. 

China is not the only country to 
manage public opinion by controlling 
the Internet. As of 2007, CPJ had docu-
mented Internet censorship in 22 coun-
tries worldwide, but China was first to 
launch a comprehensive program to 
censor online speech and to monitor e- 
mail and text messaging. Its censorship 
program is so expansive and tech-
nically sophisticated that countries 
such as Vietnam, Zimbabwe, and Thai-
land have adopted its practices. 

This gets back to what I have re-
ferred to earlier tonight, the fact that 
because of its prominence China sets 
an example, for good or for bad, in this 
case, regrettably, for ill. Due to tech-
nological advancements and the efforts 
of overseas activists, the Chinese gov-
ernment attempt to suppress informa-
tion has become more difficult, but 
that has not stopped the government’s 
efforts to censor online information. 

Many have referred to Internet re-
strictions in China as the ‘‘Great Fire-
wall of China.’’ The government em-
ploys extensive surveillance and fil-
tering systems to prevent Internet 
users from accessing material that the 
government considers obscene, harmful 
to national unity or politically subver-
sive. 

In May of 2007 Reporters Without 
Borders launched a Web site in Chi-
nese, and it was blocked within hours 
of going live. Additionally, all IP ad-
dresses linked to a Web site deemed un-
desirable are blocked without warning. 

As the web has become a new forum 
to distribute information, the Chinese 
government continues to create new 
laws to suppress the free flow of infor-
mation on the Internet. In the 5 years 
after China first allowed private Inter-
net accounts in 1995, it has issued more 
than 60 sets of regulations to tighten 
its control of online content. 

These regulations continue today. In 
2005 the government introduced new 
regulations that bar Web sites from 
distributing information that violates 
Chinese constitutional provisions, en-
dangers national security, encourages 
illegal strikes or promotes unrecog-
nized religious groups. In March of 2007 
the Ministry of Culture and the Min-
istry of Information Industries banned 
the opening of new Internet cafes, 
113,000 were in existence at the time. 

Many times Internet censorship is 
used as a political tool. Internet cen-
sorship in China increased prior to and 
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during the 17th Party Congress in Octo-
ber of last year, during which the party 
leadership for the next 5 years was en-
dorsed. Between April and September, 
access to over 18,000 Web sites was 
blocked. 

The Committee to Protect Journal-
ists reported that in September of 2007, 
security agencies in several regions or-
dered Internet data centers, which host 
large numbers of Web sites and blogs, 
to suspend their service, or disable 
interactive features such as bulletin 
boards and comment sections during 
the Congress’ meeting. 

In an apparent effort to overcome dif-
ficulties monitoring audio-visual con-
tent with automated filtering tech-
nology, the government issued a regu-
lation requiring Web sites with audio 
visual context to apply for permits. I 
guess that would pretty well put 
YouTube and other like Web sites out 
of business. 

The regulation, which affects ap-
proximately 60,000 sites in China, also 
banned audio-visual content deemed to 
fall into vaguely defined categories 
such as opposing the principles of the 
People’s Republic of China constitu-
tion, harming national unity, contrib-
uting to ethnic divisions or disrupting 
social harmony. 

So if there were entrepreneurs who 
wanted to start a Chinese version of 
YouTube, unless they register, unless 
YouTube registers, that would be pro-
hibited. Indeed the content on those 
sites would be strictly scrutinized by 
the Chinese government. According to 
Freedom House, in some instances re-
strictions were imposed on a local 
level, after bloggers supported a pro-
test against construction of a chemical 
factory. 

Near the southern City of Xiamen, 
the local government adopted meas-
ures requiring Internet users to provide 
their real names when posting material 
on more than 100,000 Web sites reg-
istered in the city. The Chinese govern-
ment demands that individual service 
providers monitor content. These pro-
viders filter searches, block Web sites, 
delete content and monitor e-mail traf-
fic. 

The Chinese language search engines 
of many U.S. firms filter search results 
and restrict access to information 
about topics deemed sensitive by the 
government. These include searches 
such as Falun Gong, Tibetan independ-
ence, and human rights. 

U.S. filters have to adopt certain re-
strictions. U.S. sites, like YouTube and 
others, are subject to the same scru-
tiny. In 2007, more than 20 companies, 
some American, were forced to sign a 
self-disciplined pact which forces them 
to censor the content to blogs they 
host in China as bloggers to provide 
their real identity and to delete post-
ings considered illegal and unhealthy. 

Despite all this discouraging news 
there is a silver lining, though, the 
government’s efforts are not foolproof. 
Brave and determined bloggers contin-
ually pop up, change addresses, hide be-

hind proxy servers, and use a range of 
tactics to side-step government censor-
ship and spread good information to 
the Chinese public. 

But it’s our hope that these bloggers 
and our journalists someday will not 
have to use these extreme measures. 
We would like to see China reconsider 
its regulation and censorship of the 
media. As we mentioned at the outset 
tonight, press freedom provides a valu-
able, economic and social benefit that 
is in China’s best interest to ensure 
free and independent media. 

We in this country have a great ad-
miration for the Chinese people. They 
are extraordinarily talented, gifted, re-
sourceful people with a great future 
ahead of them. It’s our sincere view 
that we do no service to our relation-
ship with China not to encourage in 
the most forceful way freedom of the 
press in that country. 

We hope, many of us, that the Olym-
pic Games would give China that op-
portunity to move forward and make 
progress, and we are disappointed that 
we have not seen that progress that the 
Chinese government representative 
would make, and, yet, we push forward. 

Tonight we think about those jour-
nalists, some held longer than any oth-
ers in China, and we urge the Chinese 
government to step forward to recog-
nize the benefits to China itself of a 
free press and free media, to free jour-
nalists who are imprisoned for doing 
work important to the Chinese people. 

We hope that these efforts will be un-
dertaken soon, that some of the jour-
nalists that we profiled here tonight 
will be released back into the warmth 
of their own families and their own 
homes, whether they are in China or 
Eritrea or in Cuba or in so many parts 
of the world. That is our fond hope and 
desire and the raison d’etre of our cau-
cus on freedom of the press. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. COHEN (at the request of Mr. 

HOYER) for today on account of attend-
ing funeral. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota (at the 
request of Mr. HOYER) for today from 
12:15 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California (at the 
request of Mr. BOEHNER) for today on 
account of illness. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SHERMAN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. TERRY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, May 15. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, May 15. 
Mr. KELLER of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

May 14. 
Mr. GOHMERT, for 5 minutes, May 14. 

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. Con. Res. 72. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of the Inter-
national Year of Sanitation, the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 28 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, May 12, 
2008, at 2 p.m. 

f 

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED 
INFORMATION 

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Members executed the oath for 
access to classified information: 

Neil Abercrombie, Gary L. Ackerman, Rob-
ert B. Aderholt, W. Todd Akin, Rodney Alex-
ander, Thomas H. Allen, Jason Altmire, Rob-
ert E. Andrews, Michael A. Arcuri, Joe Baca, 
Michele Bachmann, Spencer Bachus, Brian 
Baird, Richard H. Baker, Tammy Baldwin, J. 
Gresham Barrett, John Barrow, Roscoe G. 
Bartlett, Joe Barton, Melissa L. Bean, Xa-
vier Becerra, Shelley Berkley, Howard L. 
Berman, Marion Berry, Judy Biggert, Brian 
P. Bilbray, Gus M. Bilirakis, Rob Bishop, 
Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Timothy H. Bishop, 
Marsha Blackburn, Earl Blumenauer, Roy 
Blunt, John A. Boehner, Jo Bonner, Mary 
Bono, John Boozman, Madeleine Z. Bordallo, 
Dan Boren, Leonard L. Boswell, Rick Bou-
cher, Charles W. Boustany, Jr., Allen Boyd, 
Nancy E. Boyda, Kevin Brady, Robert A. 
Brady, Bruce L. Braley, Paul C. Broun, 
Corrine Brown, Henry E. Brown, Jr., Ginny 
Brown-Waite, Vern Buchanan, Michael C. 
Burgess, Dan Burton, G.K. Butterfield, Steve 
Buyer, 

Ken Calvert, Dave Camp, John Campbell, 
Chris Cannon, Eric Cantor, Shelley Moore 
Capito, Lois Capps, Michael E. Capuano, 
Dennis A. Cardoza, Russ Carnahan, Chris-
topher P. Carney, André Carson, Julia Car-
son, John R. Carter, Michael N. Castle, 
Kathy Castor, Donald J. Cazayoux, Jr., Steve 
Chabot, Ben Chandler, Donna M. 
Christensen, Yvette D. Clarke, Wm. Lacy 
Clay, Emanuel Cleaver, James E. Clyburn, 
Howard Coble, Steve Cohen, Tom Cole, K. 
Michael Conaway, John Conyers, Jr., Jim 
Cooper, Jim Costa, Jerry F. Costello, Joe 
Courtney, Robert E. (Bud) Cramer, Jr., 
Ander Crenshaw, Joseph Crowley, Barbara 
Cubin, Henry Cuellar, John Abney 
Culberson, Elijah E. Cummings, Artur Davis, 
Danny K. Davis, David Davis, Geoff Davis, Jo 
Ann Davis, Lincoln Davis, Susan A. Davis, 
Tom Davis, Nathan Deal, Peter A. DeFazio, 
Diana DeGette, William D. Delahunt, Rosa 
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